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Chapter 1 
INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF OPTIONS 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

Need for the Project 
The proposed Central Sonoma Valley Bikeway would create a safe route for pedestrians and 

bicyclists between Verano Avenue and Flowery School and ultimately Agua Caliente Road.  The 

neighborhoods located in between Highway 12 and Arnold Drive and particularly between 

Highway 12 and Sonoma Creek have discontinuous streets due to natural and manmade barriers. 

These prevent through circulation not only by cars but also by pedestrians and bicyclists.  There 

is no alternative through route to Highway 12; consequently, pedestrians and bicyclists are 

forced to use the narrow shoulder of Highway 12 for access to such destinations as Flowery 

School, Larson Park, La Luz Community Center, Maxwell Farms Park, and the Boys and Girls 

Club. Since walking or biking to these destinations is so difficult, many choose to drive.  This 

exacerbates the traffic congestion on Highway 12 and further diminishes the safety of those 

pedestrians and bicyclists who still choose to walk or bike.  Planned improvements to Highway 

12 will not alleviate the need for a more direct route that is also less impacted by heavy traffic 

volumes. While there are bike lanes on Arnold Drive, Arnold Drive does not provide the internal 

circulation that these neighborhoods need  to make biking and walking safe and convenient. 

 

This project is supported by a coalition of community groups, agencies and elected officials who 

collaborated to fund this study demonstrating the broad base of community support for this 

project. These include the Verano Springs Association, Sonoma Valley Trails Committee, 

Sonoma Valley Chamber of Commerce and the Central Sonoma Valley Trail Task Force.  The 

letters of support for the project received from these local organizations are presented in 

Appendix D.  This study was funded through the Transportation for Livable Communities 

program administered by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission.  These planning grants 

are available for small-scale transportation projects that can help revitalize local communities, 

have extensive community support and are compatible with the area’s larger redevelopment 

efforts.  The Central Sonoma Valley Trail is in the Sonoma County Bikeways Plan, adopted in 

1997, as Project 90 and is listed in Priority Category 1.  Priority 1 projects are considered 

necessary to have a minimal level of connectivity in the County, serve major activity centers and 

provide key links in communities.  Although the Sonoma County Bikeways Plan does not 

include the section north of Larson Park, scope of this study was from Verano Avenue all the 

way to Agua Caliente Road to fully address the circulation needs of the Springs Communities.  

 

Purpose of Study  
The purpose of this study was to identify the most feasible alignment for the bikeway. This 

involved reviewing and evaluating numerous options for the alignment.  This study also included 

three public meetings to increase community awareness about the project and to receive public 

input on the alignment options.  This project was originally referred to as a trail, but most of the 

route will be on existing streets. Therefore, it is now referred to as a Bikeway but it is intended 

for all non-motorized users as a transportation and recreation facility.  Just as roads are built 

without regard to trip purpose, (e.g. whether the driver is going to work, to the store, or out for a 
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‘Sunday Drive”), facilities for non-motorized users such as trails, sidewalks, bike routes and bike 

lanes should be provided for the multitude of trip purposes that pedestrians and bicyclists also 

have. 

 

Report Organization 
This chapter presents the description of the various alignment options for the proposed Central 

Sonoma Valley Bikeway.  These options were determined from reviewing past studies and from 

meetings with County staff, the Trails Task Force and others.  First a description of the 

methodology used to determine alternative alignments is presented.  The results of the field 

review and the preliminary research are described.  Finally, the preliminary evaluation criteria 

are listed.  Chapter 2 addresses the Preferred Alignment and Chapter 3 presents conceptual 

designs and implementation issues.  

 

Methodology 
For planning purposes, the study area has been divided into five segments.  The five segments 

are as follows: 

 

Segment I: Verano Avenue to Academy Lane 

Segment II: Academy to Thompson Avenue 

Segment III: Thompson to Boyes Boulevard 

Segment IV: Boyes to Larson Park 

Segment V:  Larson Park to Agua Caliente Road 

 

Wilbur Smith Associates met with County staff from the Transit Department, Department of 

Transportation and Public Works and the Regional Parks Department and a representative from 

the Central Sonoma Valley Trail Task Force.  We also attended the meeting of the Sonoma 

County Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee and the Springs Task Force Coordinating 

Committee.  In addition, we made telephone contact with staff from the Sonoma County 

Community Development Commission and the Sonoma County Water Agency. 

 

From these contacts, a variety of potential alignment options were determined.  Within each 

segment there are one to five alignment options. These were described in more detail in 

Technical Memorandum No. 1 and are illustrated in a map that was presented to the public and 

that is presented in Appendix D.  Briefly, the Alignment A variations stay as close as possible to 

Highway 12.  The Alignment B variations are the mid-neighborhood alignments that traverse 

Central Sonoma Valley in between Highway 12 and Sonoma Creek.  Alignment C is 

immediately adjacent to Sonoma Creek on the east side.  Alignment D is located on the west side 

of Sonoma Creek. An alignment on the east side of Highway 12 was not developed because it 

was not considered to meet the goals of the project in terms of improving access to schools and 

closing gaps to improve pedestrian and bicycle circulation between Verano Avenue and Agua 

Caliente Road. 
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All the potential alignment options were reviewed in the field and the type of parcel traversed 

was determined.  For certain parcels, the ownership information was researched to ascertain if it 

was or was not in the public right-of-way.  Based on this information and the preliminary 

evaluation criteria specified in the RFP, the variations were consolidated into four distinct 

alignments. 

The next step was to present the four alignments to the public at two workshops on April 26
th

  

and May 19
th

, 2001.  The evaluation criteria was also presented for comment.  All the major 

stakeholders in the project were invited including the Springs community (comprised of El 

Verano, Boyes Hot Springs, Fetters Hot Springs and Agua Caliente) as well as the Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC), the Sonoma County Transportation and Public Works 

Department, (TPWD), the Sonoma County Regional Parks Department (RPD) and Sonoma 

County Community Development Commission (CDC), the Sonoma Valley Chamber of  

Commerce and the  City of Sonoma. Public comment was heard on the pros and cons of each 

alignment from the local residents and other stakeholders.  Input was solicited on which criteria 

are deemed more important from the point of view of each stakeholder. 

 

The WSA Team then returned to the office, revised the alignments and rated the four alignments 

using information learned from the public workshops and the agreed upon evaluation criteria.  A 

preliminary preferred alignment was developed as described in Chapter 2.  A conceptual design 

of the preferred alignment is presented in Chapter 3. 

FIELD REVIEW, RESEARCH AND PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS 

Wilbur Smith Associates conducted a field review of the study area to identify existing and 

potential easements, public and private streets and the adjacent land uses. This field review was 

conducted by bicycle and on foot where possible. Several potential alignment options were 

identified. The physical characteristics of each segment were noted such as land use type and 

frontage and for public streets, the street width, number of travel lanes, and the presence of 

sidewalks. The results of the field review are summarized in Appendix A.  We also reviewed a 

recent aerial photograph of the study area (1999) to assist in identifying potential options. Some 

of the segments were fenced off and were inaccessible and/or appeared to have structures on the 

entire parcel. These are indicated on the map by a grey circle. 

 

For certain key parcels, the ownership information was researched to ascertain if it was or was 

not in the public right-of-way or if there were an easement of some kind through the property.  

This information is recorded in the database. While we had hoped to identify some rail 

easements, most if not all of the segments that we initially thought would be railroad rights-of-

way are instead in private ownership. It appears that many of the parcels that were formerly 

railroad rights-of-way were sold or given to the adjacent landowners.  The presence of an 

easement along Sonoma Creek was also investigated.  The Sonoma County Water Agency does 

not have any jurisdiction over Sonoma Creek; it is not a part of any flood control or water supply 

plan.  Thus, in the study area, the creek flows entirely through private property except where 

Larson Park abuts the creek. 
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The potential alignments consist of contiguous parcels that vary in existing land use and 

ownership. Many segments are existing streets, others are vacant lots or other private property.  

A summary of the type of land use on each of the parcels that comprise the segments is presented 

in Table 1 (e.g. public street, private street or driveway, private property, school property, etc.).  

While using a public street would be easier to implement than on private property, a bikeway 

along a public street would not have the some value as a nicely landscaped pathway away from 

motorized traffic. 

 

Table 1 

Summary Of Land Uses for Alignment Options 
Segment Alignment Public 

Street 

State 

Highway 

Park School  

Property 

Private 

property 

with 

structure/1/  

Private drive/ 

street/trail or 

easement/2/ 

A1 X X   X  

A2 X X   X  

A3 X X   X  

B X    X  

C- Creek      X  

I 

D-Westside X      

A X      

B X      

C- Creek      X  
II 

D-Westside X      

A X X     

B X    X  

C X    X  
III 

D-Westside X      

A1 X      

A2 X      

B1 X  X  X   

B2     X  

B3      X 

C- Creek       X  X 

IV 

D-Westside X      

A X  X X X  

B1 X     X 

B2 X     X 

C1-Creek   X  X X 

D1 -

Westside 

     X X 

V 

D2-Westside X      
/1/ On private property close to existing structures; may or may not have to remove structure to implement bikeway. 

/2/ On private property such as driveway, private road or existing pathway and probably would not have to take any structures. 
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The field review and research phase of the alignment options revealed positive information as 

well as some challenges to various segments.  First, there is an existing pathway/internal road on 

the east side of Sonoma Creek through two private developments: the Rancho Vista Mobile 

Home Park north of Flowery School and the residential development north of Thompson 

Avenue.  It would be consistent with the goals of this project to allow public access to these 

pathways.  The second is the development plan for the Springs Housing Development on the 

former Vailetti property.  The Burbank Housing Development is willing to consider an easement 

for the pathway through the property.  However, the eastern portion of their property is being 

sold to another owner who plans to develop a pool complex. Third, Caltrans is constructing a 

new pedestrian/bicycle bridge over Agua Caliente Creek at Highway 12.  However it will be 

placed on the east side of the highway, which is not consistent with plans for this project.  

EVALUATION OF FOUR ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENTS 

Based on the field review and land use research, the variations were consolidated into four 

distinct alignments. These four alignments were presented to the public at the two workshops in 

April and May 2001.  Figure 1 presents the four alternatives.  The preliminary evaluation criteria 

to be used to evaluate these alignments are listed in Table 2. 

 

Table 2 

Preliminary Evaluation Criteria 

• Bicycle and pedestrian circulation  

• Bicycle and pedestrian /traffic safety 

• Connections to/from existing/planned regional bicycle/pedestrian routes 

• Access to and from local businesses along Highway 12 

• Access to and from local and inter-city public transit routes 

• Access between neighborhoods in the Springs area 

• Access to elementary schools 

• Access to local parks 

• Access to other local services, e.g. the Boys and Girls Club, teen center, 

vineyard worker service center and proposed community health clinic. 

• Access to/by emergency services 

• Environmental impacts  

• Neighborhood impacts (including parking) 

• Recreational and transportation qualities 

• Required right-of-way acquisition and/or easements 

• Relative engineering and construction costs 
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To assist in the public in assessing the alternatives, the four alignment alternatives were 

evaluated qualitatively. This is presented in Table 3.  This preliminary assessment along with the 

evaluation criteria was presented at the two public workshops. 

 

Table 3 

Summary of Advantages and Disadvantages of the Four Alignment Options 

Alignment Advantages 
 

Issue 
A  

Close to 

Highway 12 

B 
Mid valley 

C 
Sonoma 

Creek 

D 
West of 

Sonoma Creek 

Reduced Exposure to Traffic  - 0 0 0 

Proximity to schools  + + 0 + 

Proximity to businesses  + 0 - - 

Few Environmental Impacts + 0 - 0 

Few ROW Acquisition Issues 0 - - 0 

Scenic - 0 + 0 

+ Compared to other alignments, this alignment meets this criteria, for the most part. 
0 This alternative does not have clear advantages compared to other alignments for this criteria. 
- This alternative is worse than others regarding this criteria, for the most part. 
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Chapter 2 
SELECTION OF THE PREFERRED ALIGNMENT 

This chapter describes the process for selecting the preferred alignment for the Central Sonoma 

Valley Bikeway.  Community input was sought on the overall support and need for the bikeway, 

the benefits and disadvantages of the four alignment options and on the issues that are most 

important to the community for the bikeway to address.  This chapter then describes the criteria 

used to rate the four alignment options.  Finally, the preferred alignment is presented.  This 

preferred alignment is the alignment that at this point in time appears to fulfill more of the 

communities’ desires for the bikeway and to be the most feasible in term of minimizing negative 

impacts. 

DESCRIPTION OF PUBLIC INPUT  

Two public workshops were held to receive public input on the project.  These workshops were 

organized by Sonoma County Transit staff in coordination with the Springs Task Force 

Coordinating Committee. The meetings were advertised and publicized by distributing and 

posting flyers in the study area including Maxwell Farms Regional Park, at La Luz Bilingual 

Center, and on community bulletin boards. The flyers contained information in English and 

Spanish.  Flyers were mailed to other affected agencies including Department of Transportation 

and Public Works, (TPW) the Regional Parks Department (RPD), Sonoma County Community 

Development Commission (CDC) and the Sonoma County Water Agency. Flyers were directly 

mailed to some of the potentially affected property owners. 
 

A press release was distributed to the Sonoma Index-Tribune and the Santa Rosa Press 

Democrat.  Articles appeared in the Index-Tribune on April 25
th
, 2001 and May 14

th
, 2001 with a 

follow-up article appearing May 22
nd

, 2001.  The Santa Rosa Press Democrat also ran an article 

about the proposed bikeway on May 14
th

, 2001.  Members of the Springs Task Force 

Coordinating Committee also announced the public meetings at other community events such as 

the forum convened to discuss the Burbank Housing project.  All articles regarding the study are 

contained in Appendix B. 
 

The first public workshop was held on Thursday April 26
th

,
 
2001 from 6:00 p.m.-8:30 p.m.  This 

meeting was held in the southern part of the study area at the Boys and Girls Club in El Verano. 

The second public workshop was held on Saturday May 19
th

, 2001 from 9:30 a.m. to 12:00 noon.  

This meeting was held in the northern part of the study area at La Luz Bilingual Center in Boyes 

Hot Springs.  Two different days of the week and time periods were chosen to maximize the 

potential audience attendance.  The agenda for the two public workshops along with the 

comment forms and presentation materials depicting the alternative alignments are presented in 

Appendix C.  To ensure widespread community participation, the agenda and comment form 

were provided in both English and Spanish and an English-Spanish translator was present. 
 

The format of the two workshops was the same: there was an initial presentation by the 

consultant (and staff) on the purpose of the study and the findings to date.  This was followed by 
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public comment.  The public was specifically asked to comment on (1) the alignment options and 

their advantages and drawbacks and (2) the criteria to be used in selecting a preferred alignment.  

A summary of the meetings and the public comments received as well as letters received from 

the public subsequent to the workshops are presented in Appendix D.  About ten members of the 

public attended the first public workshop and about 75 attended the second.  The second meeting 

received better coverage in the local press including the publication of the map depicting the 

alternative alignments.  (See Appendix B.) 
 

The most frequent public comments related to the following issues: 

• The bikeway/pathway is needed and desired by many area residents 

• Residents will use the bikeway/pathway primarily for transportation, although out-of-

towners may use the bikeway/pathway as an extension of the existing City of Sonoma 

pathway for recreation 

• Spur routes may be needed to certain destinations, maybe a series of routes is needed, 

not just one route 

• A creekside pathway is not supported by many affected property owners 
 

The preliminary preferred alignment was presented to the community at a third public meeting 

on August 9, 2001, the regularly scheduled meeting of the Sonoma County Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Advisory Committee.  This meeting was convened in the City of Sonoma to make it 

easier for locals to attend.  Additional press coverage was published on August 13, 2001.  The 

preliminary preferred alignment is presented in Figure 2. 

EVALUATION CRITERIA 

The bikeway would provide numerous benefits but would also have some unavoidable impacts.  

The various options for the bikeway alignment will have different benefits. For example, 

improving access to elementary schools may not always improve access to Highway 12.  The 

same is true for impacts.  Reducing one impact may increase the negative impacts of another.  To 

assist the County and the consultant in selecting a preferred alignment, sixteen issues were 

presented to the public at the workshops.  Each person present was allowed to “dot-vote”.  The 

method of dot-voting gives each person in attendance three dots and each person is allowed to 

select the three most important factors that, in their opinion, the bikeway should address.  This 

exercise was also conducted at the Sonoma County Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 

meeting.  The results of the dot voting are presented in Appendix E.  
 

The two issues that scored first or second at all three meetings were: 

• Bicycle /pedestrian safety 

• Providing access to elementary schools 
 

The issues that scored in the next three places at all three meetings were also the same although 

the exact order of the 3
rd

, 4
th
 and 5

th
 place finisher varied at all three meetings: 

• Connections to/from existing/ planned regional bicycle/pedestrian routes 

• Bicycle and pedestrian circulation  
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• Access to local parks 

The alternative alignments for the bikeway were then rated based on these five evaluation 

criteria. Each of the five segments were evaluated independently since it is possible to mix and 

match the bikeway options.  The bikeway segment alternatives were also assessed for how well 

each segment aligned with the next segment.  The safety of the bikeway crossings at major 

streets such as Verano Avenue, W. Thompson, and Boyes Boulevard was also considered.   

 

The criteria that were applied to each alignment is presented in Table 4.  Each alignment option 

was rated relative to the other options in order to assess which option best met that criterion.  The 

option best meeting a criterion was rated as a “+”, those that were neutral or were less than the 

best were rated as an “0”, and those options that did not meet the criteria were rated as a “-”.  

The philosophy behind each criterion is described below:  

 

Bicycle/pedestrian safety - A segment was considered to improve bicycle and pedestrian 

safety if it removed pedestrian/bicycle traffic from Highway 12, was not another busy street, 

provided plenty of sight distance between motorists and bikeway users along the street, and/or 

crossed major streets at a safe crossing point.  

Providing access to elementary schools - A segment was considered to provide access to an 

elementary school if it was immediately adjacent to the school site or aligned directly with a 

segment that is adjacent to a school site.  

Connect ions to/from existing/planned regional bicycle/pedestr ian routes - A segment 

was considered to connect to existing or planned regional bicycle or pedestrian routes if it 

aligned with the Class I pathway that goes to downtown Sonoma and to the Class II bike lanes on 

Arnold Drive to Glen Ellen. 

Bicycle and pedestrian c irculation - A segment was considered to improve bicycle and 

pedestrian circulation if it closes a gap to reduce circuitous travel, or is a direct connection rather 

than a circuitous connection and/or if it was close to a major destination such as school, retail 

shops, etc. 

Providing access to local parks - A segment was considered to provide access to a local park 

if it was immediately adjacent to Larson  Park or aligned directly with Maxwell Farms Park. 
 

Adverse impacts of the bikeway will need to be addressed, if not now, then at later stages, so 

these were also taken into account. These included right-of-way acquisition, environmental 

impacts and construction cost.  The matrix presenting the ratings of each option by segment is 

presented in Appendix F. 
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Table 4 
Criteria used to Rate Alignment Options 

Criteria 

Maximize These Benefits 
1. Bicycle and pedestrian /traffic safety 

2. Access to elementary schools 

3. Connections to/from existing/ planned regional 
bicycle/pedestrian routes 

4. Access to local parks 

5. Bicycle and pedestrian circulation  

 

Minimize these Impacts 
1. Required right-of-way acquisition and/or easements 

2. Neighborhood impacts (including parking) 

3. Environmental impacts  

4. Relative engineering and construction costs 

 

SELECTION OF THE PREFERRED ALIGNMENT 

Based on the evaluation criteria described above, a preferred alignment was determined. The 

preferred alignment is illustrated in Figure 3.  Table 5 describes the preferred alignment segment 

by segment in terms of the type of parcel it would use, e.g. a public or private street or public or 

private property, and the type of bikeway that the route would be.  In general, if the bikeway 

alignment uses a public or private street, the bikeway would be a Class 3 Bike Route.  If the 

alignment uses public or private property, the bikeway would be a separate multiuse pathway. 

 

It should be noted that one or more of the indicated segments may not be possible due to 

unforeseen circumstances, therefore one of the previous options may need to be resurrected. 

 

Description of Preferred Alignment 
Segment 1 Beginning at Verano Avenue: In this segment, the preferred alignment begins on 

Main Street. To facilitate connections between Main Street and Highway 12, the bikeway would 

also be located parallel to Verano Ave on the north side in between Highway 12 and Main Street. 

 

North of the intersection of the Main Street/Highway 12 junction, the bikeway would continue 

on the west side of Highway 12 for 400 feet.  A pedestrian/bike bridge is needed to cross Agua 

Caliente Creek.  The route would then use Encinas Lane to access Fairview Lane via the existing 

vacant lot fronting on Fairview Lane.  

 
Issues to be resolved:  
1) There is an existing pedestrian crossing of Verano Avenue to enter Maxwell Farms Park at an 

uncontrolled location.  Consideration should be given to consolidating the bikeway crossing with 

this crossing and improving the visibility of the crossing treatment, such as in-roadway lights, or  
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add a traffic control device such as a traffic signal to improve the safety of the pedestrian 

crossing into Maxwell Farms Park.  

 

2) The Encinas Lane option requires the use of a cul-de-sac, possible elimination of one parking 

space, access through the existing fence and an easement through the vacant lot on the west side 

of the fence. 

 

3) A pedestrian/bike bridge over Agua Caliente Creek would require coordination with the 

adjacent landowner, a mobile home park. 

 

Segment 2 North from Academy Lane:  From the intersection of Fairview Lane and Academy 

Lane, the bikeway would be located on the north side of Academy Lane to Melody Lane.  The 

bikeway alignment would then use Melody Lane all the way to W. Thompson Avenue. 

 
Issue to be reso lved:  
1) Crossing West Thompson  Avenue Street at Melody Lane and/or Happy Lane. 
 

Segment 3 North from West Thompson:  This section would use the north side of West 

Thompson until Happy Lane.  Since Happy Lane does not connect to Orchard Avenue, this 

alignment results in the use of two private parcels although exactly which two parcels remains to 

be determined.  The two options both would involve one parcel with a structure and one vacant 

parcel.  North of Orchard Avenue, Greger Street is preferred to River Road because it is closer to 

the activity centers, the sight distance is better along the curves and there is an existing four-way 

STOP sign at the intersection of Greger and Boyes Boulevard. 

 
Issue to be reso lved:  
1) This option is dependent on the use of two private parcels to connect Happy Lane to Orchard 

Avenue. 

 

Segment 4 North from Boyes Boulevard  The preferred alignment in this segment is Greger 

Street to Liechtenstein to Dechene Avenue, which connects to Larson Park.  This entire segment 

utilizes public streets until Larson Park.  From Larson Park, a controlled access for students to 

use to Flowery School should be provided.  This would enable students who live south of 

Flowery School to avoid using Highway 12.  The exact location and design of the access point 

and hours that the controlled access point would open would be determined in conjunction with 

school officials.  A bridge over Pequeno Creek would be needed at the access point. 

 
Issues to be resolved:  
1) Exact alignment through and easement rights to Larson Park. 

2) Design of the controlled access to Flowery School. 

 

Alignment of Segment V North of Larson Park  
As stated on Page 1-1, Segment V is not included in the 1997 Sonoma County Bikeways Plan, 

but it is a crucial link in terms of access for pedestrians and bicyclists especially to Flowery 

School, the Sonoma Charter School and businesses on this section of Highway 12.  Therefore 

this study evaluated numerous options to connect Larson Park to Agua Caliente Road as 
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described in Chapter 2.  Two alignments were judged to meet the needs and purposes of the 

Central Sonoma Valley Bikeway in terms of providing needed access and utility to the 

community.  Both also have right-of-way issues.  Therefore both alignments are recommended 

for further study.  Eventually one or both of these segments will need to be amended into The 

Sonoma County Bikeway Plan.  These alignments are illustrated in Figure 4 and described 

segment by segment in Table 6. 

 

Both alignments would cross through Larson Park.  It is premature at this time to determine the 

precise alignment through the park; this should be determined in conjunction with the Parks 

Department after the alignment of the connecting segment(s) to the north has been decided.  

 

The first alternative would at a minimum provide direct access to Highway 12 utilizing the 

road/lot on the east edge of the school and the school driveway.  It is premature at this time to 

determine the precise alignment around the school site.  The bikeway/pathway alignment would 

be physically separated from the school property so that there would be only controlled access 

between the pathway and the school site.  The alignment should be determined in conjunction 

with the school district, school officials and the Parks Department after the alignments of the 

connecting segments have been approved.  However, all agencies should be informed of the 

intent of the bikeway/pathway so that master planning for these sites does not preclude a 

bikeway/pathway connection. 

 

Ideally, the first alignment would continue north from Flowery School all the way to Agua 

Caliente Road.  To do so it would traverse three private parcels, including the driveway access to 

the Rancho Vista Mobile Home Park and the Vailetti property.  Since the Vailetti property is 

undeveloped, the pathway alignment is flexible. At this point, it appears most feasible to follow 

the abandoned rail right-of-way which is along the western edge of the Vailetti property.  This 

would restore the former railroad corridor to a transportation function.  This alignment would 

continue adjacent to the east edge of the Burbank Housing project property to connect to Vailetti 

Road in between Lake Street and Cedar Avenue.  North from Vailetti Road the preferred 

alignment is Cedar Avenue. 

 

The second alignment is to access the creek corridor in Larson Park and continue to the north 

using the unimproved dirt pathway through the Rancho Vista Mobile Home Park.  The pathway 

would continue to the north through the western edge of the Burbank Housing development 

where a 50 foot setback from the creek is planned.  At this point it would join with the Vailetti  

Drive and continue north to Agua Caliente Road and east to the Charter School.  This alignment 

would be more scenic and also more direct for those bikeway users who wish to continue north 

on Arnold Drive.  No structures or single-family residences would be affected in implementing a 

pathway adjacent to the creek in Segment V.  

 
Issues to be resolved:  
1) Exact alignment around and/or easement rights to Flowery School. 

2) Acquire property north of Flowery School to connect to Vailetti property and acquire 

property from or and easement through the Vailetti property south of the Burbank Housing 

Development. 
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3) Easement rights across the Rancho Vista Mobile Home Park driveway and the Burbank 

Housing Project site. 

4) Easements through the Rancho Vista Mobile Home Park and Burbank Housing Project along 

the creek. 

 

Long term vs. Short term Alignment 
In some cases, it may be a good idea to identify a short-term option and a long-term option.  The 

short-term alignment would the one that has relatively few implementation issues and could be 

constructed with few permits or other delays, but may be circuitous or otherwise less beneficial.  

The long-term alignment better meets the goals of the project but will involve coordination with 

other agencies that will delay its implementation for several years.  

 

Future Opportunities  
One of the recurring comments at the public workshop was that one alignment would not meet 

all the needs of the community.  Many activity centers need access, and one alignment cannot 

serve them all.  It also became clear that some segments are feasible in the short term while 

others would not be, and that constructing the easy-to-implement segments, even if only for a 

few hundred feet and even if not on the “preferred alignment”, would provide benefit to the 

community.  Such alignments can be considered “spurs” and may be identified in the future as 

the planning for the  bikeway continues. 
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Chapter 3  
CONCEPTUAL DESIGN AND 
TYPICAL CROSS SECTIONS 

INTRODUCTION  

This chapter describes the preferred alignment and presents typical conceptual designs for the 
bikeway segments.  This chapter also presents preliminary cost estimates based on typical 
standard construction costs.  Right-of-way costs were estimated based on assessed values. 
Finally future steps and issues to be resolved are described. 
 

Types of Bikeways 
The Central Sonoma Valley Bikeway will be composed of more than one bikeway type with 
several design options per bikeway type.  Before describing the conceptual designs for the 
proposed bikeway, the terminology of bikeways needs to be defined.  In the Caltrans Highway 
Design Manual, (HDM), Chapter 1000, three types of bicycle facilities are defined as follows.  
The HDM definition is presented in italics.  The term bikeway encompasses all of these types. 
 
1.  Class I B ike Path. 
Provides a completely separated right of way for the exclusive use of bicycles and pedestrians 

with cross-flow minimized. 

 

Class 1 facilities are colloquially referred to by several terms including trails, bike trails, paths, 
bike paths, and pathways.  In recent years, bike paths have been prefixed by the terms multiuse 

or shared-use to emphasize the reality that nonmotorized users of all types can be expected.  In 
the 1999 American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials’ Guide for the 

Development of Bicycle Facilities, (AASHTO Guide) Class I facilities are called Shared Use 

Paths. 
 
2.  Class II Bike Lane.   
Provides a striped lane for one-way bike travel on a street or highway. 

 
The bike lane is for the exclusive use of bicycles with certain exceptions: for instance, right-
turning vehicles must merge into the lane prior to turning, and pedestrians are allowed to use the 
bike lane when there is no adjacent sidewalk.  Bike lanes are appropriate on streets when traffic 
volumes exceed a certain threshold, e.g., 4,000 vehicles per day.  Below this traffic volume, there 
should be adequate gaps in oncoming traffic for motor vehicles to safely pass bicyclists, and a 
Class 3 Route is appropriate, see below.  
 
3.  Class II I Route.   
Provides for shared use with motor vehicle traffic. 
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In the AASHTO Guide, Class III is called a Signed Shared Roadway rather than a Bike Route to 
emphasize that there is no separate designated space for bicycles as there is with bike lanes or 
bike paths.  Class III has traditionally been used to designate anything from low volume 
residential roads that have no need for bike lanes to arterials with heavy traffic volumes where 
widening to provide bike lanes would be infeasible.  In this study, low volume residential streets 
are recommended to be designated Bike Routes.  This is consistent with the definition that the 
road is shared by bicycles and motor vehicle traffic. 
 

Design Options  
In some sections the Central Sonoma Valley Bikeway will be a typical two-way multiuse 
pathway approximately 10 to 12 feet wide.  Variations of the multiuse pathway design include a 
separate easement, next to a roadway and next to a creek.  On other sections the bikeway will not 
be a separate pathway but rather will be a Bike Route on a roadway.  On the segments where a 
residential street is the alignment for the bikeway, bicyclists would use the roadway as a typical 
bike route while pedestrians would be accommodated on existing sidewalks.  Streets without 
sidewalks could remain as is or could have a sidewalk built on one side or a shoulder could be 
striped for pedestrians.  Another option is to redesign the street with traffic calming devices 
and/or plant more street trees to slow traffic and to change the ambiance of the roadway to more 
of a park-like setting. 

PREFERRED ALIGNMENT 

The preferred alignment uses a combination of public streets, public property, private lots and 
private roads.  Table 5 in Chapter 2 lists all the segments of the preferred alignment and indicates 
whether the segment is on a public or private street, a private lot or on public property (e.g. 
Larson Park).  Table 7 lists the public and private streets that are needed for the preferred 
alignment, and lists the paved width, the presence of sidewalks or shoulders and whether onstreet 
parking is permitted.  Table 8 lists the same information as Table 7 but for the bikeway segments 
north of Larson Park. 
 

Variations with the Preferred Alignment 
Even though the preferred alignment has been identified, the precise location within a parcel or 
even the exact parcel to be used cannot be determined at this time.  In several segments, more 
than one parcel could provide the continuity needed in the bikeway alignment.  The precise 
parcel and location within the parcel will depend on engineering and environmental studies and 
negotiations with affected property owners.  At this time it is not possible to ascertain which of 
the variants is more feasible therefore both are listed as a potential preferred alignment.  Future 
studies and discussions with area residents will be necessary to determine the precise alignment.   
It is also acknowledged that it may be determined after future study that one or more segments is 
not feasible for some unforeseen reason.  In this case, an earlier alignment option may become 
the new preferred alignment. 
 

Current Projects That  Relate to the Preferred Alignment 

• Caltrans is planning to construct improvements to Highway 12.  One of the planned 
improvements is a pedestrian/bicycle bridge over Agua Caliente Creek.  This bridge is 
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planned to be on the east side of Highway 12, thus will not be able to serve as the 
alignment for the Central Sonoma Valley Bikeway which will be on the west side of 
Highway 12.  The existing roadway bridge will be modified such that pedestrian traffic on  
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the west side of the existing bridge is on a sidewalk.  Bicycles would continue to use the 
roadway travel lanes, since there is no room for bike lanes without widening this bridge.   

• The Burbank Housing Development Corporation plans for The Springs Housing include a 
50 foot setback next to the creek.  The east portion of site is being sold to a new owner 
who will develop it into a pool center.   

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN  

The Central Sonoma Valley Bikeway is made up of both segments that are separate paths for 
nonmotorized users only and segments of existing roadways both public and private.  Many 
agencies in Sonoma County, in the Bay Area and across the country have strived to retrofit 
pathways into built-up areas only to find that there were too many constraints to maintaining a 
separate easement for nonmotorized use only.  These “pathways” were built with onstreet 
components that connected the offstreet portions of the bikeway.  Local examples include the 
West County Trail Class I and II Bikeway, and the Bay Trail Bikeway surrounding San 
Francisco Bay.  These bikeways use signs to connect the pathway segments and provide as-
needed improvements on the roadway.  The roadway is either designated a Class 3 Bike Route 
or, if a major roadway, Class 2 Bike Lanes are provided on the roadway.  Sidewalks are typically 
provided also, since most bikeways/pathways are intended for both types of users. 
 
The design of the Central Sonoma Valley Bikeway will vary from segment to segment 
depending on a number of variables.  The most significant variable is whether the bikeway will 
be a separated multiuse path or whether it will utilize an existing roadway.  For the sections that 
will be a multiuse path (i.e. Class 1 Bike Path), the design will depend on the available ROW 
which in turn is dependent on locations of existing and planned buildings and other obstacles.  
The goal will be to minimize the amount of right-of-way required.  A minimum of 14 feet in 
width is needed to provide a ten-foot asphalt pathway with two-foot graded shoulders on both 
sides.  The shoulder width and material type, landscaping and other design details such as 
signing will also vary depending on whether the pathway is adjacent to a roadway, to Sonoma 
Creek or neither.  
 
Table 5 and Figure 3 in Chapter 2 reference the typical section that is recommended for each 
bikeway segment.  The typical sections are illustrated in figures at the end of this chapter.  These 
figures include the widths of pavement, shoulders and sidewalks, paving materials, and striping. 
 
Typical sections for a multiuse path are illustrated for three situations: 

• Next to a roadway such as Thompson Avenue and Verano Avenue 

• Next to Sonoma Creek 

• On a separate easement such as Happy Lane to Orchard Avenue 
 
For the sections of the bikeway that utilize an onstreet alignment, the design will depend on 
several factors including whether it is a public or private street, the desire of the local residents to 
retain onstreet parking, the existing paved width of the street, the public right-of-way width, 
presence of existing sidewalks and ability to widen for sidewalks on one or both sides.  Most 
importantly, the design of the onstreet portions of the bikeway will be influenced by input from 
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the adjacent property owners.  This would be solicited for both public and private streets.  Given 
these numerous variables, three typical cross-sections were developed for the onroad part of the 
bikeway: 

• Roadway with sidewalks and Bike Route designation 

• Roadway with soft shoulders and Bike Route designation 

• Roadway with traffic calming and Bike Route designation 

 
Figure 3 also indicates the potential location of other bikeway features such as: 

• Needed bridges  

• Access points  
 

Other Design Features  
Bikeway design includes several other components besides the physical bikeway and shoulder 
area.  The two most important elements are: 

• Signing so that bicyclist can continue along the bikeway and to access the nearby 
destinations  

• Designation of spur routes to connect the Central Sonoma Valley Bikeway to Highway 12 

• Traffic control devices where the route crosses a roadway  
 
Other design features that will be addressed in the final design are listed below.  While not all of 
these are appropriate to this project due to the fact that a majority of the length is onstreet bike 
routes rather than a separate pathway, during the design phase it may be appropriate to consider 
including some of the following at select locations.  

• Amenities such as trash containers, drinking fountains/water supply, pooper-scooper stations, 
benches, restrooms  

• Security measures (fences, lights, emergency or public telephones) 

• Interpretive elements (signs, overlooks, historical markers) 

COST ESTIMATES 

Cost estimates for capital improvements were developed assuming 
the range of design options described above.  Since the specific 
design of an individual segment will be determined in the next 
phase, these cost estimates were made as ballpark estimates to 
guide the future planning of the bikeway.  These costs were 
prepared based on cost data compiled from recent actual 
construction costs in the Bay Area.  These are the straight 
construction costs in Year 2001 dollars, and do not include any 
contingencies.  Typically, 15 percent is added for contingencies, 
and another 10 to 15 percent is added for design and also for 
administration (D/A).  We have assumed an additional 45 percent to cover these costs. 
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Multiuse Pathways  
The cost to construct pathways can vary significantly.  Numerous factors contribute to the cost of 
constructing a pathway, most significantly: 

• right-of-way costs 

• pavement widths (e.g. eight feet versus 12 feet)  

• number culvert crossings 

• drainage design 

• environmental mitigation 

• landscaping 

• lighting 

• amenities such as benches and water fountains 

The pathway bed construction cost alone can be a minimum of $200,000 per mile, depending on 
how well prepared the site is before construction.  Minimal construction costs usually apply 
when an existing service road is being converted to a bikeway.  Construction costs can be much 
higher, approaching $500,000 per mile if significant grading and site preparation is needed as 
well as drainage features, landscaping and wider paved width.  This study assumed three basic 
pathway cross sections as depicted in Sections D, E and F.  Section D, next to a roadway is 
assumed to have the least available right-of way and thus the least pavement width and adjacent 
landscaping opportunities.  We have assumed $300,000 per mile for construction for Section D.  
Section E, a pathway in a separate easement, is assumed in general to be a little wider with more 
generous shoulder widths, landscaping and amenities so this assumed to be $400,000 per mile for 
construction.  Section F, a pathway next to a creek, is assumed to be as wide as Section E but 
may encounter more design challenges in order to avoid potential environmental impacts, so this 
is assumed to be $500,000 per mile for construction. 

Right-of-way 

Right-of-way costs were estimated for privately owned parcels by obtaining their assessed value 
from the county assessor’s office.  If the entire parcel would be needed then the entire assessed 
value was recorded.  If it was determined that only a piece of a parcel was needed, then the 
approximate portion was estimated and the assessed value was pro-rated.  It is acknowledged 
that these estimated costs do not reflect inflation or reevaluation based on current market 
conditions.  This is only intended to give a ballpark estimate of the number and approximate 
value of the parcels needed to close critical gaps in the bikeway.  
 

Bike Routes  

The cost to implement bike routes in general is very little; in most cases it involves signing the 
road in both directions with bike routes signs and also with directional signing as needed.  This 
would cost about $5,000 per mile even with custom made signs.  However since this project also 
would accommodate pedestrians, the cost of implementing the bikeway on a public or private 
road could also include the construction of a continuous sidewalk on one side of the street or the 
paving of the soft shoulders.  The exact improvements would be determined during the design 
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phase in collaboration with the needs and desires of the residents of that street.  For the purposes 
of conceptual costs estimates for the Central Sonoma Valley Bikeway, we have assumed $5,000 
per mile for streets that would simply be designated as Bike Routes, $300,000 per mile for streets 
that would need some sidewalk construction, $200,000 per mile for streets that would pave the 
soft shoulders, and $500,000 per mile for streets that would opt for a complete redesign with new 
pavement treatment, streets trees and traffic calming devices such as bulbouts. 

 

Total Bikeway  
The cost of the Central Sonoma Valley Bikeway is summarized in the table below.  Two 
estimates are given.  The first is with minimal pedestrian improvements.  This estimate assumes 
that most roadways would have no improvements other than bike route designation.  However, 
some segments were assumed to be  improved with sidewalks or paved shoulders.  This scenario 
would total about $0.7 million for construction - $400,000 for the two bridges over creeks, 
$230,000 for pathway construction, and $100,000 for bike routes.  An additional $0.6 million for 
right-of-way acquisition would be needed.  The total would be $1.3 million and with the 45 % 
design/administration and contingencies the total would be $1.9 million.  A more detailed  
summary of this cost estimate is contained in Appendix G. 
 
The second estimate was prepared to determine the “maximum” conceptual cost estimate 
assuming that all 1.5 miles of streets would have the maximum pedestrian improvements at 
$500,00 per mile.  The exact pedestrian improvements would be determined during the next 
phase, this is merely to serve as a place holder for planning purposes.  In this case, $1.4 million 
is needed for construction; this includes the $400,000 for the two bridges over the creeks, 
$230,000 for pathway construction, and $750,000 for pedestrian improvements on bike routes.  
With the additional $0.6 million for right-of-way acquisition, the cost would be $2.0 million and 
with the 45% design/administration and contingencies the total cost would be $2.9 million. 
 

Summary of Conceptual Cost Estimates 

Issue Cost- 

With some 

pedestrian 

improvements   

Cost- 

With 

maximum 

pedestrian 

improvements 

Multiuse Pathways $230,000 $230,000 

Right-of-way Acquisition $585,000 $585,000 

Bridges over creeks (two) $400,000 400,000 

Bike routes $100,000 $750,000 

Total Construction plus ROW $1,315,000.00 $1,965,000.00 

45 % D/A/C $590,000 $880,000 

Total including D/A/C $1,900,000 $2,850,000 

D/A/C= Design /Administrative /Contingencies 
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IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. It should be kept in mind that the entire study area is only about two miles, so even 
assuming the most expensive option for trails and for bike routes, $500,000 per mile, the 
total construction cost would be $2,000,000 plus $400,000 for bridges plus right-of-way.  
While it may not be possible to receive a grant for this entire amount from a single source, 
it is very possible to break the project into smaller projects of $250,000 to $500,000.  This 
is the recommended strategy. 

2. Several segments of the preferred alignment are on private roads.  It may be that the county 
would need to take over maintenance of these roads in exchange for routing the bikeway 
on the private roads.  

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS 

While this study focuses on an alternative route to Highway 12, it in no way implies that 
improvements to bike and pedestrian access on Highway 12 itself are not important.  It is 
recommended that in addition to the recommended Central Sonoma Valley Bikeway, that the 
following be implemented simultaneously: 
 
1. Continuous sidewalks on Highway 12  

2. Spur routes from the Central Sonoma Valley Bikeway to Highway 12.  At a minimum this 
would involve destination signs from the Bikeway to Highway 12 on: 

• Verano Avenue 

• Academy Lane 

• Thompson Avenue 

• Boyes Blvd 

• Flowery School driveway or vicinity 

NEXT STEPS 

This study was the first step in a multi-year process to implement the Central Sonoma Valley 
Bikeway.  After the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors accepts the plan, the next steps will 
involve: 

1) Applying and obtaining grant funding for design and environmental review 

2) Preparation of environmental review documents 

3) Public input on design options/alignments 

4) Design of the on-road and off-road segments  

5) Construction 

6) Maintenance programs 
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Appendix C 
PUBLIC WORKSHOP AGENDAS AND HANDOUTS  
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Appendix D 
PUBLIC COMMENTS  

Public comment was received in numerous ways.  Oral comments were made at the public 

workshop, and the main point was recorded on poster paper.  Written comments were received 

on comment forms (See Appendix B) that  were either turned in at the public workshop or 

mailed in.  Finally letters were received on the project.  The following pages summarize the oral 

and written comments.  Letters received are at the end of this appendix.   

PUBLIC COMMENT WORKSHOP NO. 1 ON APRIL 26TH, 2001 

This meeting was attended by about ten people. 

 

Oral Comments 

1. Regarding Sidewalks on Highway 12 

• Who is responsible? 

• When will they be happening? 

2. Can Segments be mixed and matched? (Yes) 

3. How would  property be acquired? 

4. How to end trail at Agua Caliente? 

5. Happy Lane? (Fire/Police) 

 

Written Comments  
My question is not on need for the trail, because it is so obvious why Sonoma needs this Central 

Valley Trail, my question is on safety for the bikers who take the trails at night.  Will they be in 

areas where there is any light? 

 

Sonoma is a perfect place to bike and walk. 

 

Increase the use of bicycles.  I would like one (route?) to go to San Francisco.  Sufficient space 

for people (who ride?) bicycles.  This is a good option to reduce pollution and (improve your) 

health. 

PUBLIC COMMENT WORKSHOP NO. 2 ON  MAY 19TH, 2001 

This meeting was attended by 75 people. 

 

Oral Comments  
(The residence street or city of speaker is presented first) 

1. Happy Lane – no need [for Trail], we know the way, I object. 

2. Grove Street - have elderly parents, I am thrilled, they won’t drive forever. 
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3. Real Estate Agent, property values are enhanced (see Sonoma County Philip sales) – as in 

Boulder CO and other places 

4. Clinton Lane/Arnold- -it’s been my dream for a project like this, just need a connection, 

wouldn’t care how it looks. 

5. Business owner on Highway 12 -  I don’t agree the connection via Academy Lane to 

Highway 12. 

6. Cedar Drive – it would be a real bonus – cars go too fast, need sidewalk. 

7. Solano Avenue, El Verano – Main concern is children’s access to schools –support using 

Sonoma Creek to enhance creek and children’s experience. 

8. Riverside Drive – Boyes Hot Springs: The creek floods 200’ across. Public has right to canoe 

and walk. 

9. Dave Henderson – Sonoma County Trails Committee – Trail should emphasize schools e.g. 

Alta Mira,. Would alleviate traffic.  Need separate pedestrian bridge to connect Alta Mira to 

eastside of creek. 

10. Happy Lane – I live along the creek  I support trail but don’t want half my backyard taken. In 

the  winter, the creek is a raging river, it does flood. 

11. Central Avenue Boyes Springs – traffic and bikes not compatible.  Where practical and with 

willing property owners, I would like to see a creekside trail. 

12. Cedar -I am definitely for the trail even  if you need to use my front yard. 

13. Ellen LaBruz – I want my child to get to school to get to school – 80% of people who come 

to use La Luz services come on foot. 

14. River Road – This road is neglected along with Orchard, people dump things in creek  With 

trail will bring attention to the creek, we will notice each other and it will elevate the  level 

and sense of community.  I only walk and use my bikes, I have given up my car. 

15. Alta Mira – I commute to Solano, we need a trail, kids need a trail, the trail should go to Glen 

Ellen. 

16. I have kids, 2nd Grader/Kindergarten, my kids bike, my answer today would be no {we do 

not ride and walk} but I cannot raise my kids in a bubble – they need to be able to bike, we 

rode from Agua Caliente to Maxwell Park – we only did it once just because it’s not a safe 

way. 

17. This trail is really for transportation, kids can use path-, vagrant are there now because no 

one else is there, trail will bring pluses, majority of trail users will be people who live there. 

18. Happy Lane – I would love to see a trail there, I can’t imagine a bike trail not being wanted. 

19. I support a trail, it’s flat and it’s easy to bike, I live near the existing trail but north  side. 

20. Johnson Avenue – I support a trail, it’s so dangerous on Highway 12. Kids don’t own 

property and don’t vote, but as responsible parents we have to provide eyes for kids who will 

use path. 

21. I drive past Flowery Charter school everyday, it takes 20 minutes to get past all of the cars. 

22. I used to live in Davis, I was able to get exercise in doing daily chores. 

23. If you look at the trail along the creek, Sonoma Ecology Center and their Watershed project 

trails and creeks don’t always get along. 

24. Check with Polly Klaas Foundation or some such to get their opinion on walking to school. 

25. Suggest destinations that get people off Highway 12, spurs to pockets parks with cooperation 

of property owners. 

26. Can we have more than one trail?  
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Written Comments  
Ten people submitted written comments.  

 

1. The 30 foot easement on the extension of Railroad Avenue is not continuous, between _- 

and Agua Caliente Road, it only exists on some parcels.  When parcels sell, they must 

provide an easement but I have no plans to sell, I am running a business.  

2. Daniel O’Reilly - It is our obligation as citizens and parents to provide our children with a 

safe passage to school.  A trail will help to relieve congestion on surrounding roads, thus 

improving the quality of life for the community.  

3. Concerned Citizens of Sonoma Creek -We understand the need for a bike path into areas of 

the Valley.  However as property owners we are concerned a creekside trail will cause 

problems, such as debris coming down (on to the trail?), creek erosion, and the threat to 

security of our homes, (the trail will run very close to our back entrances, it will make us 

vulnerable to thieves and break-ins).  Also, the proposed trail location is very secluded, and 

we do not believe it is safe for children.   

4. Kathleen Richardson – I like the idea of a bicycle path , but not along Sonoma Creek, it 

will invite disaster, the creek rises with the rains, it would be difficult to maintain, this 

location is impractical. 

LETTERS RECEIVED- SEE ATTACHED 

Many letters were received and are attached. The main topics of the letters were: 

 

1. Opposition to creekside alignment through private property due to security and privacy 

issues, flooding, maintenance and environmental impacts and the safety issue of children and 

creeks. 

2. Support for the trail in general and a preference for Alignment C – the creekside alignment. 

3. Support for the trail as a needed transportation link for those who are dependent on bike and 

foot. 
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Appendix E 
COMMUNITY INPUT ON BIKEWAY EVALUATION 
CRITERIA 

The table below presents the results of the dot-voting at the Public Workshops and the BPAC. 
Public Input was solicited on which evaluation criteria are most important to the community. 
 

Appendix E 
Evaluation Criteria Ranked by the Public 

Criteria Sonoma 
BAC 

Public 
Workshop 

#1 

Public 
Workshop 

#2 

Total 

Maximize These Benefits 
Bicycle and pedestrian /traffic safety 7 6 18 31 
 Access to elementary schools 8 5 13 26 
Connections to/from existing/ planned 
regional bicycle/pedestrian routes 

2 4 13 19 

 Access to local parks 6 2 10 18 
Bicycle and pedestrian circulation  6 4 7 17 
Access to and from local businesses 
along Highway 12 

0 3 3 6 

Access between neighborhoods in the 
Springs area 

4 1 2 7 

Access to/connections to local 
services/1/  

3 1 1 5 

Security/maintenance 1 0 0 1 
Access to and from local and inter-city 
public transit routes 

0 0 0 0 

24 hour access 0 0 0 0 
Access to/by emergency services 0 0 0 0 
Minimize these Impacts 
Required right-of-way acquisition 
and/or easements 

4 1 4 9 

Neighborhood impacts (including 
parking) 

0 5 2 7 

Environmental impacts  1 0 4 4 
Relative engineering and construction 
costs 

0 1 0 1 

/1/ including the Boys and Girls Club, teen center, vineyard worker service center and proposed community health clinic. 

 
 





Table F-1 
 SEGMENT 1 

Criteria A1  
Main / 

Encinas  

A2- 
 Hwy 12 
Encinas 

A3- Hwy 
12 

Academy 
Lane 

B 
Paul’s 

C 
Creek
side 

D 
River 
side 

Maximize These Benefits       
1. Bicycle and pedestrian /traffic safety 0 0 - + + 0 
2. Access to elementary schools - - - - 0 + 
3. Connections to/from existing/ planned 

regional bicycle/pedestrian routes 
+ + + + - - 

4. Access to local parks + + + + - - 
5. Bicycle and pedestrian circulation  + + + + 0 0 
       
Minimize these Impacts 
1. Required right-of-way acquisition  0 0 0 - - + 

• Private parcels with structures no no no yes yes no 
• Private parcels-no structures yes yes no yes yes no 
• Private driveway or road yes yes yes yes  no 

2. Neighborhood impacts  00 0 0 - 0 - 
• Parking lost -# spaces one one 0 Unk. no o 
• Other impacts       

3. Environmental impacts  0 0 + 0 - + 
4. Relative engineering and construction 

costs 
needs 
bridge 

needs 
bridge 

needs 
bridge 

needs 
bridge 

needs 
bridge 

+ 

+  Of all the options, this alignment best meets this criterion or has the least impact 
0  Of all the options, this alignment(s)  is neutral or is less than the best. 
- Of all the options, this alignment(s)  does not meet the criterion or has the worst impacts  
 



 
Table F-2 

 SEGMENT 2 
Criteria A  

Manzanita  
B  

Melody  
C 

Creekside  
D 

Riverside  
Maximize These Benefits 
1. Bicycle and pedestrian /traffic safety 0 0 + 0 
2. Access to elementary schools 0 0 0 + 
3. Connections to/from existing/ planned 

regional bicycle/pedestrian routes 
+ + 0 0 

4. Access to local parks + + 0 0 
5. Bicycle and pedestrian circulation  + + - - 
Minimize these Impacts 
1. Required right-of-way acquisition  + + - + 

• Private parcels with structures no no yes no 
• Private parcels-no structures no no yes no 
• Private driveway or road no no no no 

2. Neighborhood impacts 0 0 0 0 
• Parking lost yes or no no no no no 
• Other impacts - - - - 

3. Environmental impacts  + + - + 
4. Relative engineering/construction costs + + - + 
+  Of all the options, this alignment best meets this criterion or has the least impact 
0  Of all the options, this alignment(s)  is neutral or is less than the best. 
- Of all the options, this alignment(s)  does not meet the criterion or has the worst 
impacts  
 



 
Table F-3 

 SEGMENT 3 
Criteria A  

Sierra 
B 

Happy 
/River  

B  
Gregor 

C   
Creek-

side 

D 
Riverside 

Maximize These Benefits 
1. Bicycle and pedestrian /traffic safety - - + + 0 
2. Access to elementary schools - 0 0 0 + 
3. Connections to/from existing/ planned 

regional bicycle/pedestrian routes 
0 0 0 - - 

4. Access to local parks 0 0 0 - - 
5. Bicycle and pedestrian circulation  + + + 0 - 
      
Minimize these Impacts 
1. Required right-of-way acquisition  + - - + 

• Private parcels with structures no yes yes no 
• Private parcels-no structures no yes yes no 
• Private driveway or road no yes yes no 

2. Neighborhood impacts  + - - 0 
• Parking lost yes or no no no no no 
• Other impacts - - - - 

3. Environmental impacts  + 0 - + 
4. Relative engineering and construction 

costs 
+ 0 - + 

+  Of all the options, this alignment best meets this criterion or has the least impact 
0  Of all the options, this alignment(s)  is neutral or is less than the best. 
- Of all the options, this alignment(s)  does not meet the criterion or has the worst 
impacts  
 



 
Table F-4 

 SEGMENT 4 
Criteria A  

Gregor/ 
Dechene 

B  
Pine/ 

Dechene 

C  
Creek-

side 

D 
Railroad 

Ave 

Maximize These Benefits 
1. Bicycle and pedestrian /traffic safety 0 0 + 0 
2. Access to elementary schools + + 0 - 
3. Connections to/from existing/ planned 

regional bicycle/pedestrian routes 
0 + - - 

4. Access to local parks 0 0 - - 
5. Bicycle and pedestrian circulation  + 0 - - 
     
Minimize these Impacts 
1. Required right-of-way acquisition  + + - + 

• Private parcels with structures no no yes no 
• Private parcels-no structures no o 0 no 
• Private driveway or road no o yes no 

2. Neighborhood impacts - - 0 - 
• Parking lost yes or no no no no no 
• Other impacts - - - - 

3. Environmental impacts  + + - - 
4. Relative engineering/construction costs + + - - 
+  Of all the options, this alignment best meets this criterion or has the least impact 
0  Of all the options, this alignment(s)  is neutral or is less than the best. 
- Of all the options, this alignment(s)  does not meet the criterion or has the worst 
impacts  
 



 
Table F-5 

 SEGMENT 5 
Criteria A  

Larson 
Park, 

Flowery 
School, 

Cedar St. 

B- 
Larson 
Park, 

Flowery 
School,
Lake St. 

C  
Creek-

side 

D 
Extension 

of 
Railroad/ 

Brookside 

Maximize These Benefits 
1. Bicycle and pedestrian /traffic safety + + + 0 
2. Access to elementary schools + + 0 - 
3. Connections to/from existing/ planned 

regional bicycle/pedestrian routes 
+ + 0 - 

4. Access to local parks + + + - 
5. Bicycle and pedestrian circulation  + 0 0 0 
     
Minimize these Impacts 
1. Required right-of-way acquisition  + + 0 - 

• Private parcels with structures or 
in agricultural use 

no no Yes  Yes 

• Private parcels-no structures no no Yes  Yes 
• Private driveway or road Yes Yes Yes Yes 
• Park or School Yes yes Yes no 

2. Neighborhood impacts  0 0 0 0 
• Parking lost yes or no no no no no 
• Other impacts - - - - 

3. Environmental impacts  + + - - 
4. Relative engineering and construction 

costs 
0 0 - - 

+  Of all the options, this alignment best meets this criterion or has the least impact 
0  Of all the options, this alignment(s)  is neutral or is less than the best. 
- Of all the options, this alignment(s)  does not meet the criterion or has the worst 
impacts  
 

 





Appendix G- Summary of Conceptual Cost Estimates by  Bikeway Segment

RoadOrEasement From To Land use Bikeway Type Design Length
construction ROW Total 

I Verano Ave to Academy Ln

Verano Road Crosswalk Highway 12 Public ROW next to 
public street Multi-use Path See Typical Section D 0.19 $56,818 - $56,818

Main St Verano Rd Hwy 12 Public street Bike Route-Shared 
Roadway See Typical Section A 0.12 $1,000 - $1,000

Hwy 12 Main St Encinas Lane private lots next to state 
highway Multi-use Path See Typical Section D 0.08 $22,727 $110,000 $132,727

Bridge over Agua Caliente Creek south of creek north of creek private lot next to state 
highway bridge over creek - - $200,000 $200,000

Encinas Ln Hwy 12 Private Lot Public street Bike Route-Shared 
Roadway See Typical Section A or C 0.07 $360 $0 $360

Private Lot End of Encinas Lane Private Lot on Fairview 
Lane Private Lot Multi-use Path See Typical Section E included below - - -

Private Lot on Fairview Ln Encinas lot  Fairview Lane Private Lot Multi-use Path See Typical Section E 0.02 $6,061 $25,000 $31,061

Fairview Ln Private Lot on Fairview Lane Academy Lane Private road Bike Route-Shared 
Roadway See Typical Section B or C 0.09 $473 - $473

Academy Ln Fairview Lane Melody Lane Public street Bike Route-Shared 
Roadway See Typical Section A or C 0.02 $500 - $500

II Academy Ln to W. Thompson Ave/Craig Ave

Melody Ln Academy Lane W. Thompson Ave Public street Bike Route-Shared 
Roadway

See Typical Section A or C, assumes 
some sidewalk construction 0.18 $53,977 - $53,977

W. Thompson Ave Melody Lane Happy Lane Public ROW next to 
public street Multi-use Path See Typical Section D 0.09 $28,409 - $28,409

Minimal Cost

3/4/08 PAGE 1 OF 2 WILBUR SMITH  ASSOCIATES



Appendix G- Summary of Conceptual Cost Estimates by  Bikeway Segment

RoadOrEasement From To Land use Bikeway Type Design Length
construction ROW Total 

Minimal Cost

III W. Thompson Ave/Craig Ave to Boyes Bl

Happy Lane W.Thompson Ave Private street Public street Bike Route-Shared 
Roadway See Typical Section A or C 0.15 $758 - $758

Happy Lane-Private street Happy Ln -north end Private lot fronting Happy 
Lane Private Lot Bike Route-Shared 

Roadway
See Typical Section B or C; costs 

assumes some paving of shoulder area 0.08 $15,152 $65,000 $80,152

Option 1 --Private driveway(s) Private lot fronting Happy 
Lane

Private Lot fronting 
Orchard Ave. Private Lot Bike Route-Shared 

Roadway See Typical Section B or C 0.02 $3,788 $65,000 $68,788

Option 1a - Private Lot fronting 
Orchard Ave. Private driveway(s)/street(s) Orchard Ave Private Lot Multi-use Path See Typical Section E 0.04 $15,152 $40,000 $55,152

Option 1b - Private Lot fronting 
Orchard Ave. Private driveway(s)/street(s) Orchard Ave Private Lot Multi-use Path See Typical Section E 0.02 $7,576 $90,000 $97,576

Option 2 - Orchard from Happy Ln Happy Lane -north end lot fronting Orchard Private property Multi-use Path See Typical Section E 0.02 $7,576 $40,000 $47,576

Option 2- Private Lot fronting Orchard 
Ave. Private driveway(s)/street(s) Orchard Ave Private Lot Multi-use Path See Typical Section E 0.02 $7,576 $150,000 $157,576

Orchard Ave Private lot fronting Orchard 
Ave Greger Street Public street See Typical Section B or C; costs 

assumes some paving of shoulder area 0.12 $24,621 - $24,621

Greger Street Orchard Ave Boyes Blvd Public street See Typical Section B or C 0.14 $710 - $710

IV Boyes Bl to Larson Park 0

Greger Street Boyes Blvd Lichtenberg Ave Public street Bike Route-Shared 
Roadway See Typical Section A 0.17 $852 - $852

Lichtenberg Ave Greger Street Dechene Ave Public street Bike Route-Shared 
Roadway See Typical Section A 0.07 $331 - $331

Dechene Ave Lichtenberg Ave Larson Park Entrance Public street Bike Route-Shared 
Roadway See Typical Section A 0.21 $1,042 - $1,042

park entrance stub Dechene Ave Larson Park Public street Bike Route-Shared 
Roadway See Typical Section A 0.03 $300 - $300

Larson Park park entrance stub Bridge to Flowery School Public property Multi-use Path See Typical Section  E 0.19 $75,758 - $75,758

Bridge to Flowery School Larson Park Flowery School Public property bridge over creek - - $200,000 - $200,000

Total  Construction Costs 1.78 $716,364 $595,000 $1,311,364
Total with D/A/C plus 45 % D/A/C $1,901,478
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Appendix H 
REFERENCES ON THE                                        
BENEFITS OF TRAILS AND BIKEWAYS 
 
Numerous reports and studies have been written documenting the benefits that trails and 
bikeways bring to a community.  The following is a list of the most significant studies that 
addressed the economic benefits, including property values, as well as the overall benefit to a 
community’s health and quality of life.  The first four reports are summarized on the following 
pages. 
 
• American Lives Inc  Community Preferences Survey, Oakland CA 1999 
• Evaluation of the Burke-Gilman Trail’s Effect on Property Values and Crime, Seattle 

Engineering Department, Office for Planning, May, 1987.  For copies, contact: City of Seattle 
Engineering Department, Bicycle Program; telephone (206) 625-5177. 

• The Impacts of Rail-Trails: A Study of the Users and Property Owners from Three Trails, 
by Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program, National Park Service, 
Washington, D.C., in cooperation with Pennsylvania State University; authors Roger L. 
Moore et. al.; February, 1992.  For copies contact: Tom Iurino at (202) 343-2709. The three 
trails studied were: The Heritage Trail, a 26-mile trail through rural farmland eastern Iowa; 
the St. Marks Trail, a 16-mile paved trail through small communities in Florida and the 
Lafayette/Moraga Trail, a 7.6-mile paved trail which travels almost exclusively through 
developed suburban areas.  At the time of the study, the Heritage Trail was eight years old, 
the St. Marks Trail was two years old and the Lafayette/Moraga Trail was 14 years old. 

• Economic Impacts of Protecting Rivers, Trails and Greenway Corridors: A Resource Book, 
by Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program, National Park Service, 
Washington, D.C., Third Edition, 1992.  For copies contact Recreation Resources 
Assistance Division, P.O. Box 37127, Washington, D.C. 20013; (202) 343-3780. 

• Converted Railroad Trails: The Impact on Adjacent Property.  A Masters Thesis, Manhattan, 
KS, Kansas State University, Department of Landscape Architecture, 1988. 

• Loomis, John, Estimating the Economic Activity and Value from Public Parks and Outdoor 
Recreation Areas in California, Journal of Park and Recreation Administration, Summer, 
1989. 

• Schwecke, Tim, Dave Sprehn, Sue Hamilton and Jack Gray.  A Look at Visitors on 
Wisconsin’s Elroy-Sparta Bike Trail.  University of Wisconsin-Extension, Recreation 
Research Center, Madison, Wisconsin, January, 1989. 

• Rails-to-Trails Conservancy Trails for the 21st Century: Planning, Design and Management 
Manual for Multi-Use Trails, 1993. 

• Philip Landon, A Better Place to Live: Reshaping the American Suburb, University of 
Massachusetts Press, 1994, 270 pp. 

• David Engwitch Reclaiming our Cities and Towns: Better Living with Less Traffic, New 
Society Publishers, Philadelphia, 1993 

• James Howard Kunstler, The Geography of Nowhere, Simon & Schuster, 1993, 304 pp. 
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1.  COMMUNITY PREFERENCES SURVEY 

American Lives, Inc. 1999 
 
Brief conclusions of survey on homeowner preferences: the top desirable features in new home 
developments: 

 low traffic and quiet - 93 % 

 natural open space - 77.8% 
 walking and biking paths - 74.5 % 

 three-quarters  of all buyers said they prefer to live in a community “where 
they can walk and bike everywhere” 

 

2. EVALUATION OF THE BURKE-GILMAN TRAIL’S EFFECT ON PROPERTY 
VALUES AND CRIME 

Seattle Engineering Department, Office for Planning, May, 1987.1 
 
Purpose 
The purpose of this study was to determine what effect, 
if any, the Burke Gilman Trail has had on property 
values and crime affecting property near and adjacent to 
the trail and to evaluate public acceptance of the trail 
and the trail's effect on the quality of life of adjacent 
neighborhoods.  
 
Need for the Study 
The need for the study became apparent when property 
owners in a different area of the city expressed concern 
over the development of a new trail project on the basis 
that it might reduce their property values, increase 
crime, and generally reduce the quality of life. These 
concerns are similar to concerns raised by property 
owners prior to the construction of the Burke-Gilman 
Trail. 
 
Trail Profile 
The Burke-Gilman Trail is a 12.1 mile (9.85 miles are 
in Seattle) eight to ten foot wide multi-purpose trail that 
follows an abandoned railroad right-of-way. Most of the trail passes through residential 

                                                             
1. Evaluation of the Burke-Gilman Trail’s Effect on Property Values and Crime, Seattle Engineering Department, Office for 
Planning, May, 1987.  For copies, contact: city of Seattle Engineering Department, Bicycle Program, 9th Floor, Information 
Center, Municipal Building, 600 4th Avenue, Seattle, WA 98104; telephone (206) 625-5177. 
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neighborhoods. There is an average of 20 feet of shrubs and/or trees between the trail and the 
edge of adjacent properties. The trail also passes through an industrial area, several 
neighborhood commercial areas, the University of Washington, and links six parks. The trail was 
constructed in 1978 and currently has an estimated three quarters of a million users per year.  As 
many as 4,000 to 5,000 users (80 percent bicyclists) enjoy the trail on a busy day. 
 
Methodology 
Data were collected via telephone by interviewing residents near and adjacent to the trail, real 
estate agents who buy and sell homes near the trail, and police officers who patrol neighborhoods 
adjacent to the trail.   
Residents were asked questions on their decision to buy their home; what effect they thought the 
trail would have on selling their home; what problems, if any, they have had with break-ins and 
vandalism by trail users; and how the trail has affected their overall quality of life.  
 
Real estate agents were asked similar questions on how the trail affects the selling price of homes 
along the trail. In addition, police officers were asked questions about trail users breaking into 
and vandalizing homes. A bi-weekly survey of newspaper real estate advertisements and real 
estate magazines was also conducted to determine whether homes were being advertised as being 
near or on the Burke-Gilman Trail. 
 
Conclusions/Recommendations 

● The Burke-Gilman Trail is regarded by real estate companies as an amenity that helps to 
attract buyers and to sell property. Single-family homes, condominiums, and apartments 
are regularly advertised as being near or on the Burke-Gilman Trail. 

● Property near but not immediately adjacent to the Burke-Gilman Trail is significantly 
easier to sell and, according to real estate agents, sells for an average of six percent more as 
a result of its proximity to the trail.  

● Property immediately adjacent to the trail is only slightly easier to sell. The trail has no 
significant effect on the selling price of homes immediately adjacent to the trail.  

● Residents who bought their homes after the trail was opened are most likely to view the 
trail as a positive factor that increases the value of their home.  

● Long-time residents who bought their homes prior to the opening of the trail are generally 
less likely to view the trail as an economic asset.  

● Real estate advertisements that promote properties as being on or near the trail tend to be 
from the companies that regularly sell homes near the trail. In other words, people who 
have recently been involved in the real estate market are more likely to have experienced 
the economic assets of the trail. 
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● The existence of the trail has had little, if any, effect on crime and vandalism experienced 
by adjacent property owners. Police officers interviewed stated that there is not a greater 
incidence of burglaries and vandalism of homes along the trail. They attribute that fact to 
the absence of motor vehicles. They noted that problems in park areas throughout the city 
are generally confined to areas of easy motor vehicle access. The police officers said that 
there would be no significant trail problems as long as parking lots are away from the trail 
and bollards prevent motor vehicle use. They also recommend the development of 
additional trails. 

● Residents adjacent to the trail are also positive about 
the trail, especially when compared to conditions 
before the trail was opened.  

● Not a single resident surveyed said that present 
conditions were worse than prior to construction of 
the trail. In the eight years that the trail has been 
opened, there have been an average of only two 
incidents per year of vandalism or break-ins where a 
trail user may have been involved. 

● There is also a very high level of public acceptance and support for the trail. Not a single 
resident surveyed felt the trail should be closed. Less than three percent said there were any 
problems associated with the trail that were serious enough to cause them to consider 
moving (reason cited for wanting to move was always related to privacy, never crime or 
vandalism). Almost two-thirds of the residents felt the trail increased the quality of life in 
the neighborhood. 

 
In summary, this study indicates that concerns about decreased property values, increased crime, 
and a lower quality of life due to the construction of multi-use trails are unfounded. In fact, the 
opposite is true. The study indicates that multi-use trails are an amenity that help sell homes, 
increase property values and improve the quality of life. Multi-use trails are tremendously 
popular and should continue to be built to meet the ever-growing demand for bicycle facilities in 
Seattle. 
 
One point of concern regarding the trail must be mentioned. Although not included in the survey, 
thirteen percent of those surveyed brought up the problem of user conflicts (i.e., speeding 
bicyclists) on the trail. To some extent, it is a problem of success. The trail has twice as many 
users as originally forecasted. Solving this problem may require trail design changes, educating 
users, and enforcing trail regulations. 
 

 

A former opponent of the trail (her 
home is on the trail) stated that ”the 
trail is much more positive than I 
expected.  I was involved in 
citizens groups opposed to the trail.  
I now feel that the trail is very 
positive; [there are] fewer 
problems than before trail was 
built; [there was] more litter and 
beer cans and vagrants when 
railroad was in. 
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3. THE IMPACTS OF RAIL TRAILS: A STUDY OF USERS AND NEARBY 
PROPERTY OWNERS FROM THREE TRAILS 

National Park Service.2 
 
This study was the first to examine the benefits and impacts of rail-trails extensively and the 
first, to our knowledge, to systematically examine both the trail users and nearby property 
owners of the same trails. It was a cooperative effort of the National Park Service and Penn State 
University carried out in 1990 and 1991. 
 
Purpose 
Its purpose was to furnish information to assist in the planning, development, and management 
of rail-trails, public recreation trails constructed on the beds of unused railroads rights-of-way.  
 
Objectives 
The study's objectives were to:  

● Explore the benefits of rail-trails to their surrounding communities and measure the total 
direct economic impact of trail use; 

● Examine what effects rail-trails have on adjacent and nearby property values; 

● Determine the types and extent of trail-related problems, if any, experienced by trail 
neighbors; and  

● Develop a profile of rail-trail users.  
 
Three trails sampled 
A sample of three diverse rail-trails from across the U.S. was studied:  

● The Heritage Trail, a 26-mile trail surfaced in crushed limestone which traverses rural 
farmland in eastern Iowa;  

● The St. Marks Trail, a 16-mile paved trail beginning in the outskirts of Tallahassee, Florida 
and passing through small communities and forests nearly to the Gulf of Mexico; and  

● The Lafayette/Moraga Trail, a 7.6-mile paved trail 25 miles east of San Francisco, 
California which travels almost exclusively through developed suburban areas.   

 
At the time of the study, the Heritage Trail was eight years old, the St. Marks Trail was two years 
old and the Lafayette/Moraga Trail was 14 years old. 
 
Methodology 
Users were systematically surveyed and counted on each trail from March, 1990 through 
February, 1991 and were then sent follow-up mail surveys. 

                                                             
2.  The Impacts of Rail-Trails: A study of the Users and Property Owners from Three Trails, by Rivers, trails and Conservation 
Assistance Program, National Park Service, Washington, D.C., in cooperation with Pennsylvania State University; authors Roger 
L. Moore et. al.; February, 1992.  For copies contact: Tom Iurino at (202) 343-2709. 
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A sample of residential landowners owning property immediately adjacent to the trails and a 
sample of those owning property within one-quarter mile of the trails (one-half mile in Iowa) 
were also surveyed by mail, and real estate professionals in communities along the trails were 
interviewed by phone. Usable mail surveys were obtained from 1,705 trail users and 663 
property owners, and interviews with 71 realtors and appraisers were conducted.  
 
Study Findings 
Trail Users and Use 

● Demographically, the samples of rail trail users were much like the populations of the 
communities through which the trails passed. 

● The study trails were quite heavily used, with most users living nearby and visiting 
frequently. This pattern was most pronounced on the suburban Lafayette/Moraga Trail. 

● The study did not find a "typical" mix of activities that might be expected on rail-trails. 
Although bicycling and walking were the most common activities on all the study trails, 
they occurred in very different proportions on each. 

● Having no motorized vehicles allowed was the most desirable trail characteristic expressed 
by the users of each trail. Other important characteristics were: natural surroundings, quiet 
settings, safe road crossings, smooth trail surfaces, and good maintenance. 

● Users reported no serious complaints with any of the trails. Insufficient drinking water and 
restroom facilities were the biggest concerns overall, with rough trail surfaces and reckless 
behavior of other users reported as problems on the Lafayette/Moraga Trail. 

 
Economic Benefits of Rail-Trails 

● Use of the sample trails generated significant levels of economic activity. These economic 
benefits were from two major sources: total trip-related expenditures and additional 
expenditures made by users on durable goods related to their trail activities. 

● Users spent an average of $9.21, $11.02, and $3.97 per person per day as a result of their 
trail visits to the Heritage, St. Marks, and Lafayette/Moraga Trails, respectively. This 
resulted in a total annual economic impact of over $1.2 million in each case. Expenditures 
on durable goods generated an additional $130 to $250 per user annually depending on the 
trail. 

● The amount of "new money" brought into the local trail county(s) by trail visitors from 
outside the county(s) was $630,000, $400,000 and $294,000 annually for the Heritage, St. 
Marks, and Lafayette/Moraga Trails, respectively. 

● Restaurant and auto-related expenditures were the largest categories of trip-related 
expenses and visitors that spent at least one night in the local area were the biggest 
spenders. Equipment (such as bicycles) was the largest category of durable expenditure. 

 
Landowner and Property Characteristics 



BENEFITS OF TRAILS AND BIKEWAYS 

359470 
CENTRAL SONOMA VALLEY BIKEWAY PLAN WILBUR SMITH ASSOCIATES 
 

PAGE   H-7 

● Property size and distance from homes to trail varied from trail to trail as expected with the 
largest properties and distances between homes and the trail occurring along the rural 
Heritage Trail and the smallest properties and those closest to the trail occurring along the 
suburban Lafayette/ Moraga. Relatedly, it was far more likely for a landowner's property to 
be severed by the Heritage Trail than by the other two. 

● The majority of landowners were frequent trail users. 
 
Problems Experienced by Landowners 

● Overall, trail neighbors had experienced relatively few problems as a result of the trails 
during the past twelve months, but the types and frequencies of these problems varied from 
trail to trail. 

● The problems reported by the most landowners were: unleashed and roaming pets, illegal 
motor vehicle use, and litter on or near their property. The problems that were most likely 
to have increased for adjacent owners since the opening of the trail were: noise from the 
trail, loss of privacy, and illegal motor vehicle use. 

● The majority of owners reported that there had been no increase in problems since the 
trails had been established, that living near the trails was better than they had expected it to 
be, and that living near the trails was better than living near the unused railroad lines 
before the trails were constructed.  The majority sampled along each trail was satisfied 
with having the trail as a neighbor. 

 
Rail-Trails' Effects on Property Values 

● Landowners along all three trails reported that their proximity to the trails had not 
adversely affected the desirability or values of their properties, and along the suburban 
Lafayette/ Moraga Trail, the majority of owners felt the presence of the trail would make 
their properties sell more easily and at increased values. 

● Of those who purchased property along the trails after the trails had been constructed, the 
majority reported that trails either had no effect on the property's appeal or added to its 
appeal. 

● The vast majority of real estate professionals interviewed felt the trails had no negative 
effect on property sales and no effect on property values adjacent to or near the trails. 
However, those who felt the trails increased property values outnumbered those reporting 
decreased values. 

 
Other Benefits of Rail-Trails 
Trail users and landowners alike reported that the trails benefited their communities in many 
ways. Health and fitness and recreation opportunities were considered to be the most important 
benefits of the trails by the landowners. The trail users felt the trails were most important in 
providing health and fitness, aesthetic beauty, and undeveloped open space. 
 
Study Conclusions and Implications 
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● Rail-trails can provide a wide range of benefits to users, local landowners, and trail 
communities. They are not single use, single benefit resources.  

 
Residents and visitors enjoy the benefits of trail use, aesthetic beauty, protected open space, and 
in some instances higher property resale values, while local communities enjoy bolstered 
economies and increased community pride among other benefits.  
 
These benefits should be presented as a package when discussing the merits of rail-trails with the 
diverse constituencies affected by proposed trails. 

● Levels of economic impact varied considerably across the three study trails. This was due 
principally to the fact that the Lafayette/ Moraga Trail was used almost exclusively for 
short trips by nearby residents while the other two trails attracted more visitors from 
beyond the local neighborhoods.  

If economic benefits are an important community objective, marketing efforts should be 
developed aimed at attracting out-of-town visitors and getting many of them to make overnight 
stays. 

● The study rail-trails were found to have a dedicated core of 
users who visited frequently and were committed to "their" 
trails. This finding represents an opportunity for managers of 
existing trails and planners of new trails to tap into a 
potentially rich source of trail supporters and volunteers for 
assistance on a number of appropriate planning and 
management activities. 

● Although negative aspects of living adjacent to rail-trails were 
reported by some landowners, the rates of occurrence and 
seriousness of problems were relatively low and advantages 
of living near the trails were reported as well. This finding 
should be encouraging to trail planners and advocates.  

 
While all existing and potential problems need to be identified and 
addressed quickly, trail planners and advocates should not be timid 
about presenting the positive impacts of rail-trails to landowners along the proposed trails and 
putting them in contact with their peers along existing trails. 
 
 

4. ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF PROTECTING RIVERS, TRAILS AND 
GREENWAY CORRIDORS: A RESOURCE BOOK 

National Park Service.3 
 

                                                             
3.  Economic Impacts of Protecting Rivers, Trails and Greenway Corridors: A Resource Book, by Rivers, Trails and 
Conservation Assistance Program, National Park Service, Washington, D.C., Third Edition, 1992.  For copies contact Recreation 
Resources Assistance Division, P.O. Box 37127, Washington, D.C. 20013; (202) 343-3780. 
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The Resource Book includes eight sections, addressing the following aspects of economic 
impacts: 
 
● Real Property Values ● Expenditures by Residents 

● Commercial Uses ● Tourism 
● Agency Expenditures ● Corporate Relocation and 

Retention 
● Public Cost Reduction ● Benefit Estimation 
   
Real Property Values 
The Resource Book presents evidence that greenways and trails may increase nearby property 
values.  It demonstrates how an increase in property values can increase local tax revenues and 
help other greenway acquisition costs. 
 
Example: Luce Line rail-trail, Minnesota. 
(a)  In a survey of adjacent landowners along the trail, the majority (87 percent) believed the trail 
increased or had no effect on the value of their property.  Sixty-one percent of suburban 
residential owners surveyed noted an increase in their property values as a result of the trail.  
New owners felt the trail had a more positive effect on adjacent property values than did 
continuing owners.  Appraisers and real estate agents claimed that the trail was a positive selling 
point for suburban residential property, hobby farms, farmland proposed for development and 
some types of small town commercial property.4 
 

Expenditures by Residents 
Spending by local residents on greenway-related activities can help support recreation-oriented 
businesses and employment as well as other businesses which are patronized by greenway and 
trail users. 
 
Example:  One study estimated that $620 million is spent annually by California residents for 
urban recreation activities (jogging, bicycling, visiting parks, etc.).  This generates an estimated 
$400 million in personal income and 22,800 jobs.5 
 
Commercial Uses 
The Book describes the potential for concessions and special events within the greenway, which 
can boost local business as well as raise funds for the greenway or trail itself. 
 
Example: “Take a Walk on the Wild Side Ice Age Trail Hike-A-Thon”, in Wisconsin, attracted 
over 1,200 hikers and raised $30,000 against $15,000 in expenses.  The event, sponsored by the 
Ice Age Trail Council and Ice Age Park and Trail Foundation, raised money to support 
                                                             
4. “Converted Railroad Trails: The Impact on Adjacent Property.”  A Masters Thesis, Manhattan, KS, Kansas State University, 
Department of Landscape Architecture, 1988. 
5.  Loomis, John, “Estimating the Economic Activity and Value from Public Parks and Outdoor Recreation Areas in California,” 
Journal of Park and Recreation Administration, Summer, 1989. 
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development and maintenance of the trail, raise public awareness and strengthen supporting 
organizations. 
 
Tourism 
Greenways and trails which attract visitors to a community support local businesses such as 
lodging, food establishments and recreation-oriented services.  Greenways may also help 
improve the overall appeal of a community to visitors and increase tourism. 
 
Example: In 1988, users of the Elroy-Sparta trail in Wisconsin averaged expenditures of $25.14 
per day for trip-related expenses.  Total 1988 trail user expenditures were over $1.2 million.  
Approximately 50 percent of the users were from out-of-state and the typical user traveled 228 
miles to get to the trail.6 
 
Agency Expenditures 
The agency responsible for managing a trail or greenway can support local businesses by 
purchasing supplies and services.  Jobs created by the managing agency may also help increase 
local employment opportunities and benefit the local economy. 
Example: The American River Parkway accounted for over $1 million in expenditures by the 
County of Sacramento Parks and Recreation Department in fiscal year 1989-1990.  The 
greenway includes 23 miles of paved trails and over 50 miles of unpaved hiking and riding trails.  
Approximately $600,000 of the expenditures were made for services and supplies and $450,000 
for salaries and benefits.7 
 
Corporate Relocation and Retention 
Quality of life of a community is an increasingly important factor for retaining and attracting 
corporations and businesses. Greenways and trails can be important contributors to the quality of 
life.   Corporations bring jobs to a community and help support businesses which provide 
services and products to corporations and their employees. 
 
Example: Greenways and trails help reduce firms’ employee commuting costs because they 
provide opportunities to commute by foot or by bicycle.  An analysis of 1980 census data by the 
Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission (NIPC) showed 7,000 commuters in the Chicago 
region use a bicycle to get back and forth to work every day, weather permitting.  In peak-use 
summer months, this figure climbed to 14,000 commuters.  NIPC found that most of the 
commuters using bicycles to travel to work live near one of the five linear trails found in the 
Chicago region.  In census zones where these trails exist, an average of 15.6 percent of the 
commuter trips are by bicycle.  When the region is taken as a whole, however, only one percent 
of the working population commutes by bicycle.  These trails, therefore seem to offer an 
alternative to using congested roadways to get to work.8 
                                                             
6.  Schwecke, Tim, Dave Sprehn, Sue Hamilton and Jack Gray.  A Look at Visitors on Wisconsin’s Elroy-Sparta Bike Trail.  
University of Wisconsin-Extension, Recreation Research Center, Madison, Wisconsin, January, 1989. 
7.  Wright-Woodruff, Lois, Community Relations Officer, May 7, 1990. County of Sacramento Parks and Recreation 
Department, telephone communication reported in reference #9. 
8. Eubanks, David M.  “From Abandoned Railways to recreation Trails: Measurement of Community Impact.:  Report submitted 
for completion of research practicum, University of Chicago, Chicago, Illinois, December, 1986. 
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Public Cost Reduction 
Conservation of trails and greenways may help local governments and other public agencies 
reduce long-term costs for services such as roads and sewers; reduce costs resulting from injury 
to persons and property from hazards such as flooding; and avoid potential costly damages to 
natural resources such as water and fisheries. 
Example: The City of Boulder, Colorado estimates the 1988 public cost for maintaining non-
open space, such as developed acres at $2,500 to $3,200 per acre.  The cost of maintaining open 
space in the City was only $75 per acre (less than three percent the cost of non-open space).9 
 
Benefit Estimation 
The recreational benefits of rivers, trails and greenways can be estimated in monetary values.  
Users can be surveyed to estimate the value of a visit to a greenway. 
Example: The Water Resources Council, a U.S. government agency, developed a method for 
computing unit day values (the maximum amount individuals are willing to pay to engage in a 
recreation activity, per day).  This method rates the quality of the recreation opportunity 
according to a specific set of criteria.10   
 

                                                             
9.  Crain, James.  Director, Real Estate/Open Space, City of Boulder, Colorado; letter to Dr.. Albert Bartlett dated November 3, 
1988; from reference #9. 
10.  Walsh, Dr.. Richard G., Recreation Economic Decisions, Venture Publishing, 1640 Oxford Circle, State College, PA, 16801. 
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